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The Fee Policy also differentiates between resident and non-resident fees. For example, the City 
charges resident seniors $20 per year for a Senior Center membership but $30 to non-resident 
seniors. In addition, the City charges non-residents more for recreation programs, the golf 
course, and pools (see R6.3). Charging additional fees to non-residents is one way the City 
acknowledges that residents have already contributed to the cost of Parks’ programming through 
local tax dollars. 
 
Table 6-2 shows expenditures, revenues, and the cost recovery for each program offered by 
Parks for 2016. Current cost recovery is one way to measure if the City is operating within the 
bounds of its own policies. 
 

Table 6-2: Cost Recovery Analysis 

 
Expenditure Revenue Difference Cost Recovery 

General Fund Services 
Non-Fee Supported $2,272,628 N/A ($2,272,628) 0.0% 
     

Fee-Supported Programs 
Recreation $375,796  $468,882  $93,086  124.8% 
Pools $518,951  $409,346  ($109,605) 78.9% 
Golf $330,003  $360,112  $30,109  109.1% 
Senior Center $137,701  $43,927  ($93,774) 31.9% 
OHEC $100,410  $87,827  ($12,583) 87.5% 
Subtotal Fee Supported $1,462,861 $1,370,094  ($92,767) 93.7% 
     
Total Parks $3,735,489 $1,370,094 ($2,365,395) 36.7% 
Source: Gahanna 
 
As shown in Table 6-2, fee-supported services had an overall cost recovery of 93.7 percent; 
however, there was significant variation in the cost recovery of each fee-supported service. 
Specifically, the recreation programs and golf course achieve a net profit, whereas the pools, 
Senior Center, and OHEC operate with a net loss. 
 
Citywide Cost of Services Study (MAXUS, 2005) states that “...many local government services 
are global in nature”, including police and fire, and furthermore that those services make sense to 
support through taxation. 37 In addition, the cost of services “…benefiting individuals – and not 
society as a whole – should be borne by the individual receiving the benefit.” Establishing 
expectations regarding the number of beneficiaries of a program is a necessary first step in 
establishing a fee and subsidy policy. 
 

                                                 
 
37 MAXUS is a consulting firm that works with the federal, state, and local government agencies. Citywide Cost of 
Services Study was completed for the City of Paso Robles, California.  



City of Gahanna  Performance Audit 

Page 67  
 

Table 6-3 shows the average net profit or loss per participant by program for 2013 through 2016. 
The net profit or loss per participant is an important consideration as it helps to quantify the 
benefits of a given program. 
 

Table 6-3: Average Profit/ (Loss) per Participant 
Program/Activity Profit/(Loss) per Participant 

Recreation $30.55  
Pool ($1.39) 
Golf $0.88  
Senior Center ($190.34) 
OHEC 1 ($5.21) 
Source: Gahanna 
1 OHEC profit/(loss) per participant is based on 2014 visitors and financial data, which is the last full year available. 
 
As shown in Table 6-3, the Senior Center operated with the largest net loss, losing an average of 
$190.34 per participant. This contrasts most significantly with golf and recreation, which made a 
net profit of $0.88 and $30.55 per participant, respectively. When deciding which programs to 
subsidize and by how much, the City should consider the average profit or loss per participant as 
one metric in the decision making process. 
 
In Cost Recovery, Resource Allocation, and Revenue Enhancement Plan, the County of San 
Diego, California identifies basic parks and recreation services that are most desired by its 
residents (County of San Diego, California, 2011). In this plan, the County outlines a graphical 
representation of its Parks and Recreation Department in which the services provided by the 
Department are classified by cost recovery and subsidy goals are commensurate with the benefit 
received by the service’s user and the community as a whole. This recovery program is 
summarized in Chart 6-2. 
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Chart 6-2: County of San Diego Cost Recovery Pyramid 

 
Source: County of San Diego Parks and Recreation and GreenPlay LLC 
 
As shown in Chart 6-2, the County of San Diego organizes its parks and recreation services 
based on community benefit. Accordingly, services that are most desired by the users (the lowest 
classification of the pyramid) receive non-operating revenues before those services that are less 
desired. This classification system ensures that in times of scarce resources, the most desired 
services receive funding first. 
 
Gahanna should focus on developing a consistently applied process to measure the full costs and 
benefit of each Parks offering. Programs such as the pools, golf course, recreation programs, and 
Senior Center could be measured based on profit or loss per participant. The City should use this 
data when revising the Fee Policy based on an evaluation of the purpose of the service or 
program, a consideration of historical performance, and a consideration of the likely number of 
beneficiaries. In so doing, the likely need to subsidize the service per-participant should also be 
considered. 
 
R6.2 Consider alternative service delivery options for the Senior Center 
 
Gahanna has a Senior Center that offers programs for seniors (e.g., gardening clubs and travel 
programs). The Senior Center employs 1.0 FTE Recreation Coordinator and a total of 0.75 FTE 
of support personnel. 
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Table 6-4 shows Senior Center members in both absolute terms and as a percentage of total 
residents over 55. Showing senior membership data in this manner helps illustrate the relative 
popularity of senior programming among the eligible population. 
 

Table 6-4: Senior Center Member Comparisons 

 
Senior Center Members Residents Over Age 55 

Members as % of Potential 
Members 

Gahanna 
Resident 319 9,172 3.5% 
Non-resident 178 N/A N/A 
Total 497  9,172  5.4% 
        

Peers 
Grove City 1,003  9,929  10.1% 
Hilliard 1,200  6,679  18.0% 
Reynoldsburg 1,374  8,671  15.8% 
Upper Arlington 2,106  10,650  19.8% 
Westerville 2,413  11,375  21.2% 
Peer Average 1,619  9,461  17.1% 
Source: Gahanna, peers, and the US Census Bureau 
 
As shown in Table 6-4, Gahanna has the lowest number of Senior Center members, in total and 
relative to the senior population, out of all the peer cities. In addition, a total of 178, or 35.8 
percent of the members, are not residents of the City. These data points should be considered 
when the City reviews the Fee Policy (see R6.1). Currently, the City risks subsidizing programs 
with relatively low participation. 
 
Table 6-5 shows a per-visitor breakdown of the net results of operations for the Senior Center in 
2016. Showing expenditures and revenues per visitor is a valuable way to quantify the financial 
performance of the program. 
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Table 6-5: Senior Center Financial Data 
Category 2013 2014 2015 2016 Average 

Revenue $13,312.78  $20,283.55  $27,996.14  $43,926.90  $26,379.84  
Expenditures $93,688.49  $105,125.92  $163,393.45  $137,701.04  $124,977.23  
Net profit/(loss) ($80,375.71) ($84,842.37) ($135,397.31) ($93,774.14) ($98,597.39) 
Net as % of expenditures (85.8%) (80.7%) (82.9%) (68.1%) (78.9%) 
Participants 576 459 540 497 518  
Profit/(Loss) per Participant ($139.54) ($184.84) ($250.74) ($188.68) ($190.34) 
Source: Gahanna 
 
As shown in Table 6-5, the Senior Center has required a per-participant subsidy of between 
$139.54 and $188.68 every year between 2013 and 2016, with an overall four-year average 
subsidy of $190.34. 
 
The City of Delaware, Ohio works with the Young Men’s Christian Association (YMCA) to 
provide recreation service, including senior programming. In addition, the City of Reynoldsburg 
is considering forming a partnership with the YMCA to provide recreation services. There is a 
branch of the Central Ohio YMCA located in Gahanna on City-owned property. The City should 
examine if there are opportunities to work with the YMCA, or a similar non-profit, to provide 
services for seniors at a better value. 
 
By not working with potential partners, or seeking to evaluate alternative service delivery 
options, to maximize the efficiency of the Senior Center, the City risks paying more for services 
than may be necessary. Utilizing partnerships or alternative service delivery options could allow 
the City to provide services more efficiently and effectively. 
 
R6.3 Take action to improve financial performance of the pools 
 
The City owns and operates two swimming facilities: the Gahanna Swimming Pool (GSP), an 
outdoor complex with a 500,000-gallon pool and a 250,000-gallon pool; and Hunter’s Ridge 
Pool (HRP), a newer, 256,000-gallon pool. Both facilities had a combined 39,217 visitors in 
2016 and $286,243 in total revenue, $194,164 from annual memberships and $92,079 from daily 
visitors. 
 
The City offers seven types of pool memberships and daily passes, with each type allowing the 
purchaser to visit either pool facility. Table 6-6 shows 2016 pool membership types and rates 
compared to the peers, and the average revenue from seasonal and daily passes for 2013 through 
2016. Comparing rates in this manner is important because pool prices may be sensitive to local 
market conditions. 
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Table 6-6: Pool Membership Rates Comparison 
Type Gahanna Peer Average 1 Difference % Difference 

Individual Day Pass Rate $9.00 $7.50 $1.50  20.0% 
Single-Rate Membership-Resident $140.00 $98.75 $41.25  41.8% 
Single-Rate Membership Non-Resident $145.00 $167.34 ($22.34) (13.4%) 
Family Rate Membership-Resident $225.00 $205.00 $20.00  9.8% 
Family Rate Membership Non-Resident $275.00 $279.38 ($4.38) (1.6%) 
Senior Rate Membership-Resident $70.00 $64.38 $5.63  8.7% 
Senior Rate Membership-Non-Resident $90.00 $90.94 ($0.94) (1.0%) 
     
Avg. Total Revenue - Membership $205,229 
Avg. Total Revenue - Daily Pass $67,491 
Source: Gahanna and peers 
1 The peers that operate pools are Grove City, Hilliard, Upper Arlington, and Westerville. 
 
As shown in Table 6-6, shaded rows highlight areas where Gahanna charges less than the peer 
average for similar services In addition, the City charges more than peers for individual day 
passes, single memberships for residents, family rates for residents, and senior rates for residents. 
From 2013 through 2016, the City collected an annual average $205,229 in seasonal membership 
and $67,491 in daily passes. 
 
Chart 6-7 shows a comparison of the financial results for the GSP and HRP for 2013 to 2016. 
Financial comparisons can be a useful metric to quantify the efficiency of services. 
 

Table 6-7: Swimming Pool Facilities Financial Comparison 
Category 2013 2014 2015 2016 

HRP Revenue 1 $66,569  $50,697  $56,717  $68,827  
HRP Expenditure $161,311  $114,962  $164,933  $194,517  
Net Profit/(Loss) ($94,742) ($64,265) ($108,216) ($125,690) 
Revenue as % of Expenditure 41.3% 44.1% 34.4% 35.4% 
          
GSP Revenue $102,575  $77,713  $111,117  $146,354  
GSP Expenditure $315,832  $219,178  $222,479  $324,433  
Net Profit/(Loss) ($213,257) ($141,465) ($111,362) ($178,079) 
Revenue as % of Expenditure 32.5% 35.5% 49.9% 45.1% 
          
Membership Revenue $228,722  $201,876  $196,155  $194,165  
          
Net Pool Revenue $397,866  $330,286  $363,989  $409,346  
Net Pool Expenditure $477,143  $334,140  $387,412  $518,950  
Net Profit/(Loss) ($79,277) ($3,854) ($23,423) ($109,604) 
Participants 38,809 37,460 40,533 39,217 
Net Profit/(Loss) per Participant ($2.04) ($0.10) ($0.58) ($2.79) 
Source: Gahanna 
1 Non-membership revenue streams include daily passes and concessions. 
 
As shown in Table 6-7, financial performance improved from 2013 to 2014. However, relative 
to 2014, the financial performance of the pools declined in 2015 and even further in 2016. 
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Expenditures for both pools increased partially due to the hiring of the Aquatics Supervisor at the 
beginning of 2016 pool season. In addition, the City tried to reduce costs by using contractors for 
pool management in 2014. However, City leadership identified that the contractor did not meet 
the City’s expectations for service and safety so the contract was canceled halfway through the 
2015 season and then hired lifeguards for the remainder of the 2015 season. Finally, repairs 
increased due to needed repairs, including work on pool floor at the GSP. 
 
It is important to note that Table 6-7 underestimates the net loss experienced by the pools 
because not all maintenance costs have historically been included in total expenditures. For 
example, each year the GSP requires painting, which is completed by the facility maintenance 
staff at a cost of approximately $20,000 in labor and materials.38 These costs, however, are not 
charged back to the pools. In addition, other maintenance responsibilities such as time spent 
mowing and landscaping as well as the administrative costs of the Director and Deputy Director 
are also not charged back to the pools. 
 
The City began operating GSP in 2005, however, GSP was constructed in the 1960s and, going 
forward, the City will be faced with necessary repairs as this asset has far exceeded its 12 year 
expected useful life. Furthermore, this facility is located on a flood plain, which has caused leaks 
in the pool floor requiring additional repair and expense. Although these leaks have been patched 
each year, City leadership believes that it will need to fully replace the pool floor and add a 
lining to stop leaks from recurring. 
 
Table 6-8 shows currently excluded costs for both locations and necessary improvements for the 
GSP. Most repairs will themselves have an expected useful life of 10 years, and for that reason 
repair costs will be annualized. Capturing excluded costs is important for understanding the true 
cost of operations. 
  

                                                 
 
38 HRP is lined with stainless steel and therefore does not require regular painting. 
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Table 6-8: Excluded and Capital Costs of Pool Operations 

 
Costs 

Total Annualized 1 
Excluded Costs  

Painting $20,000 $20,000 
Pool Winterization/De-winterization $13,500 $13,500 
Recreation Supervisor Salary Allocation 2 $2,315 $2,315 
Maintenance/Grounds Keeping $1,000 $1,000 
Subtotal $36,815 $36,815 
      

Future Costs 
New Pool Floor $300,000 $30,000 
New Lining $300,000 $30,000 
Water Slide $80,000 $8,000 
Operating Equipment 3 $65,000 $6,500 
Subtotal $745,000 $74,500 
   
Total Additional Costs $781,815 $111,315 
Source: Gahanna 
1 Estimated future cost items, on average, have an expected useful life of 10 years. 
2 City leadership estimates the Recreation Supervisor allocates 10.0 percent of time to pool management. 
3 Includes three new heaters at an estimated cost of $10,000 per heater and new pipes at a cost of $35,000. 
 
As shown in Table 6-8, it is estimated that the GSP understates its annual costs by $111,315 per 
year. In addition, HRP understates its expenses by $16,815 per year. 
 
Table 6-9 shows the impact of the excluded/future costs on both pools’ 2016 operations. 
Showing the full cost of operations is important for developing an accurate estimate of future 
subsidies. 
 

Table 6-9: Impact of Excluded and Future Costs on Pool Operations 
Average 2016 Loss per Visitor ($2.79) 
    
Total Pool Revenues - 2016 $409,346 
Total Pool Operating Expenditures - 2016 $518,950 
Estimated Excluded Future Costs $128,130 
Revised Total Cost $647,080 
Revised Net Profit/(Loss) ($237,734) 
    
Average Annual Participation 1 39,005 
Revised Loss per Participant ($6.09) 
Revised Subsidy 36.7% 
Additional Loss per Participant ($3.30) 
Source: Gahanna 
1 Based on the 2014 through 2016 average. 
 
As shown in Table 6-9, upgrades needed to continue the operation of the GSP would have 
increased the 2016 net loss for both pools to a total of $237,734 increasing the subsidy of each 
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participant to $6.09. Furthermore, the pools would have required a subsidy equal to 36.7 percent 
of operating costs, which would be 11.7 percent higher than the allowable subsidy in the Parks’ 
interim subsidy policy (see R6.1). If the City continues current practices, there is a risk that the 
pools will exceed the subsidy limit set in the Fee Policy. 
 
With a more accurate depiction of the total costs of operating its pool facilities, the City should 
consider the following options to improve the overall financial performance: 

• Reduce service levels – shift all pool operations to HRP, the most modern facility, and 
discontinue the operation of the GSP, thereby eliminating over $178,000 in net operating 
loss. 

• Seek alternative service delivery options – explore opportunities to cooperate with a 
nonprofit, such as the YMCA, for pool management. The City of Delaware already 
contracts with YMCA for recreation services and the City of Reynoldsburg is considering 
a similar arrangement. In addition, the YMCA already operates a pool inside Gahanna 
City limits on land owned by the City. The exact financial terms will be subject to 
negotiations and therefore cost savings cannot be quantified. 

• Adjust fees – As shown on Table 6-6, Gahanna charges more than the peers for 
individual passes, single, family, and senior resident passes, and less than the peers for 
single non-residents, family non-resident, and senior non-residents. Bringing fees in line 
with the local market could make the pool more cost competitive and therefore bring in 
additional participants and additional revenue. 

 
The single option with the largest financial impact would be to close the GSP. However, since 
annual memberships offer access to both pools it is necessary to estimate the potential impact 
that a closure of GSP might have. One way to estimate the future performance of HRP without 
the GSP pool is to examine participation numbers by type. Table 6-10 shows the number of 
participants by type (e.g., daily pass, membership, etc.) for each location in 2016. 
 

Table 6-10: Pool Participation 
Type GSP HRP 

Daily Passes 4,129  4,177  
Member Visits 12,587  14,601  
Other Types 1 1,639 106 
Sub Total 18,355 18,884 
      
Lifetime Member Visits 2 1,978  
      
Total Visitors   39,217  
Source: Gahanna 
1 Including coupons, group, and event visits. 
2 Includes visits from lifetime pass holders. 
 
As shown on Table 6-10, there were a total of 39,217 visitors of all types at both locations, of 
which 37,239, or 94.9 percent, entered with all types of non-lifetime passes. In addition, there 
were a total of 27,188 visits by non-lifetime membership holders; 12,587 or 46.2 percent at the 
GSP and 14,601, or 53.8 percent, at HRP. 
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In 2016, a total of $194,164 in revenue was from memberships. Based on the breakdown 
between the locations shown on Table 6-10, future pool performance can be estimated by 
assuming that 53.8 percent of members would remain members in the future if GSP were closed. 
 
Table 6-11 shows a comparison of the expected revenues and expenditures from HRP with the 
assumption that the pool will only receive 53.8 percent of the total 2016 revenue from 
memberships. 
 

Table 6-11: Future Cost and Revenue Scenarios 
Projected Performance – Both Pools 

Projected Net Profit/(Loss) ($237,734) 
Projected Subsidy 36.7% 
    

Projected Performance – HRP Only 
Non-member Revenue $68,827  
53.8% Membership Revenue $104,460  
Total Revenues $173,287 
Expenditures $211,332  
Net Profit/(Loss) ($38,045) 
    
Projected Profit/(Loss) Operating Both Facilities ($237,734) 
Projected Profit/(Loss) Operating Only HRP (38,045) 
Projected Subsidy 18.0% 
Difference $199,689 
Source: Gahanna 
 
As shown in Table 6-11, if the City loses 46.2 percent of annual membership revenue after 
closing the GSP, it could reduce overall costs by shifting pool operations to HRP. In total, the net 
financial impact of closing the GSP would be $199,689. In addition, the City would have to 
subsidize 18.0 percent of the operating cost of HRP, which would keep operations consistent 
with the subsidy policy. 
 
Financial Implication: Discontinuing operations of the GSP could save approximately $199,600 
per year over the next 10 years. 
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Appendix A: Scope and Objectives 
 
 
Generally Accepted Government Auditing Standards require that a performance audit be planned 
and performed so as to obtain sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for 
findings and conclusions based on audit objectives. Objectives are what the audit is intended to 
accomplish and can be thought of as questions about the program that the auditors seek to answer 
based on evidence obtained and assessed against criteria. 
 
In consultation with the City, OPT identified the following initial scope areas for detailed 
review: Administration, Financial Management, and Governance; Public Safety; and Public 
Services. During the initial planning process, OPT worked collaboratively with the City to 
develop a final scope and audit objectives. The final scope includes: City Administration, 
Collective Bargaining, Public Safety, Public Service, and Parks and Recreation. 
 
Based on the agreed upon scope, OPT developed five objectives designed to identify 
improvements to economy, efficiency, and/or effectiveness. Table A-1 shows the objectives 
assessed in this performance audit and references the corresponding recommendation(s) when 
applicable. 
 

Table A-1: Audit Objectives and Recommendations 
Objective Recommendation 

City Administration  
What opportunities exist for the City to improve the efficiency and/or effectiveness 
of financial management and budgeting practices in relation to industry standards 
and/or leading practices? R2.1 and R2.2 
Collective Bargaining  
What opportunities exist for the City to reduce costs and improve efficiency and/or 
effectiveness of negotiated provisions in CBAs, in relation to industry standards, or 
leading practices? 

R3.1, R3.2, R3.3, and 
R3.4 

Public Safety  
What opportunities exist to improve the efficiency and/or effectiveness of the staffing 
and operations of the Police Department in relation to industry standards and/or 
leading practices? R4.1, R4.2, and R4.3 
Public Service  
What opportunities exist for the City to improve the efficiency and/or effectiveness 
of the staffing and operations of the Department of Public Service in relation to 
industry standards and/or leading practices? R5.1 
Parks and Recreation  
What opportunities exist to improve the efficiency and/or effectiveness of the staffing 
and operations of the Department of Parks and Recreation in relation to industry 
standards and/or leading practices? R6.1, R6.2, and R6.3 

Note: Although assessment of internal controls was not specifically an objective of this performance audit, internal 
controls were considered and evaluated when applicable to scope areas and objectives. 
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Appendix B: Police Workload Comparisons 
 
 
Table B-1 shows the current average saturation index (SI) for each day of the week by shift. This 
is important for showing how close officers currently are to exceeding the 60 percent SI 
threshold on each shift. 
 

Table B-1: Saturation Index by Shift 
Shift Sunday Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday Saturday Average 

First 31.3% 45.0% 46.8% 47.8% 47.0% 48.9% 38.9% 43.7% 
Second 46.3% 58.8% 59.4% 59.7% 60.4% 60.5% 47.5% 56.1% 
Third 48.9% 29.8% 30.6% 31.7% 37.7% 38.9% 50.5% 38.3% 
Average 42.2% 44.5% 45.6% 46.4% 48.4% 49.4% 45.6% 46.0% 
Source: Gahanna 
 
As shown in Table B-1, highlighted cells represent the only times that patrol officers spend more 
than 60.0 percent of their time handling calls is during second shift on Thursdays and Fridays. 
Even at those times the SI only exceeds the 60.0 percent by 0.4 percent and 0.5 percent, 
respectively. 
 
Table B-2 shows the average SI by hour for each day of the week under the current GDP shift 
assignment schedule with the specific hour blocks in which GDP patrol officers are currently 
dedicating more than 60 percent of their time to handling calls highlighted. This table is 
important for showing the variation in workload within the shifts.  
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Table B-2: Saturation Index by Hour 
Hour Sunday Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday Saturday Average 

12:00 AM 65.3% 39.2% 36.0% 38.7% 40.9% 44.4% 60.3% 46.4% 
1:00 AM 68.1% 32.4% 30.1% 34.0% 34.2% 37.5% 57.3% 41.9% 
2:00 AM 65.6% 24.6% 28.9% 29.1% 33.0% 40.2% 63.7% 40.7% 
3:00 AM 48.6% 20.6% 21.7% 21.6% 23.2% 23.7% 42.4% 28.8% 
4:00 AM 28.2% 16.9% 13.4% 16.3% 31.0% 19.0% 27.4% 21.7% 
5:00 AM 17.9% 9.8% 11.4% 13.8% 31.4% 9.7% 13.8% 15.4% 
6:00 AM 20.2% 17.4% 19.9% 23.0% 23.8% 24.3% 21.2% 21.4% 
7:00 AM 17.8% 36.7% 41.4% 42.7% 44.1% 41.1% 25.5% 35.6% 
8:00 AM 23.9% 51.4% 49.0% 51.9% 50.7% 47.5% 31.6% 43.7% 
9:00 AM 30.7% 47.5% 46.9% 51.2% 47.3% 54.7% 36.9% 45.0% 
10:00 AM 35.2% 47.9% 52.6% 46.8% 53.1% 51.1% 44.8% 47.4% 
11:00 AM 41.4% 54.0% 54.4% 53.8% 55.2% 56.0% 50.4% 52.2% 
12:00 PM 45.1% 58.1% 63.4% 62.3% 59.3% 63.3% 55.1% 58.1% 
1:00 PM 35.8% 46.8% 46.9% 50.7% 42.4% 53.6% 45.4% 45.9% 
2:00 PM 44.2% 57.1% 57.3% 58.7% 60.0% 60.6% 46.4% 54.9% 
3:00 PM 52.0% 56.5% 72.3% 63.9% 64.4% 64.4% 50.8% 60.6% 
4:00 PM 50.1% 62.1% 63.6% 70.8% 68.7% 70.7% 52.2% 62.6% 
5:00 PM 45.7% 70.7% 68.4% 70.7% 67.1% 68.1% 44.2% 62.1% 
6:00 PM 50.7% 66.9% 69.9% 65.1% 67.3% 61.9% 51.1% 61.9% 
7:00 PM 49.9% 58.9% 57.6% 55.3% 61.2% 56.7% 49.6% 55.6% 
8:00 PM 44.7% 56.5% 50.6% 56.3% 55.4% 53.5% 46.7% 52.0% 
9:00 PM 33.3% 41.3% 35.8% 36.6% 39.1% 48.2% 39.2% 39.1% 
10:00 PM 55.9% 55.0% 54.7% 53.2% 57.1% 66.0% 74.0% 59.4% 
11:00 PM 41.3% 40.0% 48.7% 46.6% 50.7% 70.7% 65.0% 51.9% 
Average 42.2% 44.5% 45.6% 46.4% 48.4% 49.4% 45.6% 46.0% 
Source: Gahanna 
 
As shown in Table B-2, GDP patrol officers are currently operating far below the 60 percent SI 
throughout each day of the week and only exceed the 60 percent SI threshold on average during 
the period of time between 3:00 p.m. and 7:00 p.m.  
 
Table B-3 shows the current average SI levels for each individual hour block per day of the 
week. Individual hour blocks where the SI exceeds the 60 percent threshold are highlighted. This 
table provides an understanding of when the GDP patrol officers are currently spending the most 
time handling calls. 
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Table B-3: Saturation Index by Day and Hour 
Day Hour Workload Hours Assigned On Duty S/I 

Sunday 12:00 AM 3.44 10 5.26 65.3% 
Sunday 1:00 AM 3.59 10 5.26 68.1% 
Sunday 2:00 AM 3.45 10 5.26 65.6% 
Sunday 3:00 AM 2.56 10 5.26 48.6% 
Sunday 4:00 AM 1.48 10 5.26 28.2% 
Sunday 5:00 AM 0.94 10 5.26 17.9% 
Sunday 6:00 AM 1.06 10 5.26 20.2% 
Sunday 7:00 AM 0.94 10 5.26 17.8% 
Sunday 8:00 AM 1.26 10 5.26 23.9% 
Sunday 9:00 AM 1.62 10 5.26 30.7% 
Sunday 10:00 AM 1.85 10 5.26 35.2% 
Sunday 11:00 AM 2.18 10 5.26 41.4% 
Sunday 12:00 PM 2.37 10 5.26 45.1% 
Sunday 1:00 PM 1.88 10 5.26 35.8% 
Sunday 2:00 PM 2.79 12 6.32 44.2% 
Sunday 3:00 PM 3.28 12 6.32 52.0% 
Sunday 4:00 PM 3.16 12 6.32 50.1% 
Sunday 5:00 PM 2.89 12 6.32 45.7% 
Sunday 6:00 PM 3.20 12 6.32 50.7% 
Sunday 7:00 PM 3.15 12 6.32 49.9% 
Sunday 8:00 PM 2.82 12 6.32 44.7% 
Sunday 9:00 PM 2.10 12 6.32 33.3% 
Sunday 10:00 PM 2.94 10 5.26 55.9% 
Sunday 11:00 PM 2.18 10 5.26 41.3% 
Monday 12:00 AM 2.06 10 5.26 39.2% 
Monday 1:00 AM 1.71 10 5.26 32.4% 
Monday 2:00 AM 1.30 10 5.26 24.6% 
Monday 3:00 AM 1.08 10 5.26 20.6% 
Monday 4:00 AM 0.89 10 5.26 16.9% 
Monday 5:00 AM 0.51 10 5.26 9.8% 
Monday 6:00 AM 0.92 10 5.26 17.4% 
Monday 7:00 AM 1.93 10 5.26 36.7% 
Monday 8:00 AM 2.70 10 5.26 51.4% 
Monday 9:00 AM 2.50 10 5.26 47.5% 
Monday 10:00 AM 2.52 10 5.26 47.9% 
Monday 11:00 AM 2.84 10 5.26 54.0% 
Monday 12:00 PM 3.06 10 5.26 58.1% 
Monday 1:00 PM 2.47 10 5.26 46.8% 
Monday 2:00 PM 3.61 12 6.32 57.1% 
Monday 3:00 PM 3.57 12 6.32 56.5% 
Monday 4:00 PM 3.92 12 6.32 62.1% 
Monday 5:00 PM 4.46 12 6.32 70.7% 
Monday 6:00 PM 4.23 12 6.32 66.9% 
Monday 7:00 PM 3.72 12 6.32 58.9% 
Monday 8:00 PM 3.57 12 6.32 56.5% 
Monday 9:00 PM 2.61 12 6.32 41.3% 
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The audit team made several recommendations related to the City’s collective bargaining agreements 

pertaining to leave and overtime policies, with a focus on the true cost and impact of paid-leave policies 

for the City. While we may be unable to directly address these recommendations in the short-term, they 

will guide our bargaining processes in the years to come. 

We are proud that the City was able to provide meaningful and in-depth call-related data to the audit 

team so that could complete such a detailed and thoughtful analysis of police and dispatcher staffing. 

We anticipate leveraging their analysis to develop data-driven staffing plans in public safety that provide 

maximum impact for the community and reduce overtime expenditures. 

We are carefully reviewing the recommendation to bring Service Garage staffing in line with 

benchmarks. The City is actively pursuing partnerships with outside agencies to in-source additional fleet 

maintenance jobs, and we will continue to evaluate garage staffing levels. 

The recommendations related to Parks and Recreation highlight the importance and necessity for the 

Administration and City Council to spend time to gain consensus on the desired and appropriate level of 

subsidy that should be provided for recreation programs, particularly active adult and aquatics 

programs. The Administration anticipates bringing the subsidy policy forward to City Council, prior to 

2018 budget deliberations, for review and updates. Once updated, this policy will guide 

recommendations about services provided and fee structures for recreation activities throughout the 

City. 

Once again, the City of Gahanna wishes to acknowledge the partnership formed with the audit team. 

This process has validated much of the good work accomplished by the City in recent years to cut costs 

and improve efficiencies, and has identified additional opportunities to do so. The audit team was 

thorough, professional and thoughtful. This process has yielded insights that will benefit the City for 

years to come.  

Sincerely, 

 

Thomas R. Kneeland 

Mayor 

 

 
Jennifer Teal 

City Administrator 
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